Developing countries are particularly affected by violent crime, with interpersonal violence a leading cause of death and disability (Hofman, Primack, Keusch, & Hrynkow, 2005; Liebling & Kiziri-Mayengo, 2002; Morrison, Ellsberg, & Bott, 2007; Seedat, Van Niekerk, Jewkes, Suffla, & Ratele, 2009) . Interpersonal violence can indirectly suppress growth in developing countries if local or international businesses refrain from investing socially or economically in developing areas plagued by violence (Akpokodje, Bowles, & Tigere, 2002) . Fear of violence also prohibits development by preventing local citizens from traveling to work and school, encouraging capital flight, increasing brain drain as educated citizens leave troubled areas, and lowering social cohesion (Willman & Makisaka, 2010) .
We define interpersonal violent crime as those acts of violence committed by one person or small group against another person or small group -such as assault, homicide, rape, kidnapping, sexual assault, and maltreatment. We note that the causal mechanisms for self-directed and collective violence are very different to those for interpersonal violence. As such, we consider self-directed violence, such as self-harm and suicide, or collective violence, such as war, state violence, genocide, or terrorist activity, outside the scope of this review.
Briefly describe and define the population
This review focuses on community-oriented policing interventions and their ability to prevent or reduce violence in developing countries. Despite the continuity implied by the terms "developing" and "developed," we propose that there are significant and qualitative differences between community-oriented policing initiatives in established democracies and those that are implemented in developing countries. Variability in institutional histories and capacities of police agencies in developed and developing countries creates great contextual differences in the way community-oriented policing is conceptualized and implemented in developed versus developing democracies. We recognize that what might be deemed a successful community-oriented policing intervention in developed countries might be fundamentally inappropriate or interpreted quite differently in the context of policing in developing nations. These developing countries often have low police professionalism, poor relations between police and the public, under-equipped police services, an unstable political and/or socio-economic situation, and in some cases, low community enthusiasm and participation (Eijkman, 2006; Frühling & Cancina, 2005) . Moreover, scholars argue that western models of community-oriented policing fail to be adaptable to local culture, histories and experiences, and are insensitive to social contexts (Brogden, 2002) . Overall, we argue that the histories and structural context of policing in developed and developing countries are so fundamentally different that we plan to only include community-oriented policing interventions that target populations in developing countries.
Briefly describe and define the intervention
Policing and police agencies in many emerging democracies and developing countries have very different histories to those in the developed world. In developed democracies, police reform has generally followed what Kelling and Moore describes as three major eras of policing: the political era, the professional era and the communityoriented policing era (see Kelling & Moore, 1988) . We argue that developed country police agencies that have experienced all three eras of change and development over a period of nearly 100 years are situated very differently to police agencies in emerging democracies. In contrast to developed democracies, developing countries have long histories of military rule, with no experiences of a civilian police (Brogden, 2002) . Indeed, these countries have experienced only great politicization of their policing services and have often skipped over the professionalization era in an effort to quickly establish community-oriented policing approaches as part of rapid state building activities (see for example Goldsmith & Dinnen, 2007; Goldsmith & Harris, 2010) . These developing countries often lack the physical infrastructure and governance mechanisms that form an essential background to community-oriented policing in developed democracies.
Our review focuses on the impact of community-oriented policing interventions on interpersonal violent crimes in developing countries. Bayley (1994) uses the CAMPS acronym to describe community-oriented policing: consultation with citizens on crime problems, adaption of organizational structures from being controlled centrally to being decentralized, mobilization of police to include citizens in crime prevention and reduction initiatives, and the adoption of a problem solving approach to crime control and prevention. Similarly, Kelling and Moore (1988) identify seven major characteristics of community-oriented policing: (1) the source of authority in community-oriented policing stems from the community, (2) the primary function of community-oriented police agencies is balanced between crime control, crime prevention and problem solving, (3) the organizational design of agencies adopting community-oriented policing is decentralized, task-oriented and utilizes matrix structures to prevent and respond to crime problems, (4) the relationship to the external environment is consultative, where the police defend values of law and professionalism, but listen to community concerns, (5) agencies adopting the community-oriented policing approach channel demand for police service through analysis of underlying problems rather than via emergency calls, (6) foot patrols and problem solving predominate as the preferred tactics and technology of communityoriented police agencies, and (7) organizational performance is measured by quality of life outcomes and citizen satisfaction, not by the number of arrests or other indicators of crime control (see also Skogan & Hartnett, 1997; Weisburd & Braga, 2006) .
We focus this review on the impact of community-oriented policing (COP) on interpersonal violent crime. For our review, we follow Weisburd, Bennett, Gill and Telep's (2011) definition of COP:
"…the intervention must involve a consultation or collaboration between the police and local citizens for the purpose of defining and/or dealing with local crime and disorder problems….Consultation with the public includes direct consultation with the public as a whole (all citizens within an area) or indirect consultation; for example, through a crime prevention partnership in which the public are represented by a selected or elected group of citizens…In other words, community involvement is the key distinguishing characteristic between COP and non-COP programs. We recognize that COP often overlaps considerably with other policing innovations like problem-oriented or hot spots policing, which have been the subject of Campbell systematic reviews in their own right, so the community element is the crucial dimension along which we distinguish the present review." (Weisburd et al, 2011: 3-5) .
In our review, we will follow Weisburd and colleagues (2011) decision to identify community consultation as the characteristic that most clearly distinguishes communityoriented policing interventions from non-community-oriented policing interventions. We therefore focus our review on community-oriented policing, where we accept, as a basic ingredient of community-oriented policing, any intervention that involves policecommunity consultation. As with Weisburd et al (2011) , we will consider any intervention that involves the implementation of policing strategies and/or organizational change (e.g., decentralization, streamlining of management, increased responsibility at the street level, training of officers in community-oriented policing principles, and recruitment policies), as long as the primary aim of the program is to put the local community at the center of efforts to define and tackle crime problems.
We recognize that the exact mechanism of community consultation varies, but may include meetings, surveys, the creation of representative councils, directives to police to interact with citizens in non-confrontational settings, and the creation of a citizen liaison position within police. One example of a community-oriented policing initiative implemented in a developing country is the Fico Vivo program, implemented in the state of Minas, Brazil, in an attempt to reduce the high rates of homicide, particularly among young people (Alves & Arias, 2012) . Based on the success of Operation Ceasefire in Boston, USA, the Fico Vivo program built a targeted, community-oriented policing intervention which also provided social assistance to reduce the dependence of young people on criminal groups. One of the central processes of community consultation in the Fico Vivo program is the presence of trained officers in the target community for eight hours each day, whose aim is to establish ties within the community and develop an indepth local knowledge of the area. The evaluation of this program used a time-series design measuring annual homicides in five targeted locations. Another example of a community-oriented policing intervention in a developing country is the Safer Commune Program implemented in 2001 in Chile (Ruprah, 2008) . The program aimed to strengthen local capacity for crime prevention, and included the implementation of government and police-community consultation and participation, such as Citizen Security Committees chaired by the local mayor and with representatives from police, local government and citizens. The evaluation report for the Safer Commune Program provided effect sizes for multiple measures of crime, reported as the difference in change over time between the treated municipalities and non-treated control municipalities (Ruprah, 2008) .
Outcomes: What are the intended effects of the intervention?
This review aims to assess the impact of community-oriented policing on interpersonal violent crime in developing countries. We recognize that the difficulties associated with recording and accessing data on violence in developing countries may restrict primary studies' range of outcome measures, so that they are only able to provide a proxy measure (such as aggression) even when the intervention is explicitly intended to impact interpersonal violent crime. Officially recorded homicide data are the preferred outcome measure, due to their higher levels of reliability (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 2007; United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and Latin America and the Caribbean Region of the World Bank 2007). We will code, however, other measures of violent crime such as reported aggregate violent crime rates or rates of self-reported victimization.
Unlike the Weisburd et al (2011) review of community-oriented policing, our review will consider all community-oriented policing activities targeting both people and/or places. That is, we will not limit our review to COP interventions with outcomes that capture the impact of the intervention on just geographic units of aggregation (like beats, suburbs, neighborhoods, communities or regions). COP studies that capture the impact on individuals or places (or both) will be included in our review. We will include, and code for, all types of individuals: young people, women, and all categories of race and ethnicity. We will, of course, separate the outcomes by people or place at the meta-analytic stage of the review.
OBJECTIVES
The primary objective is to provide a systematic review of the impact of communityoriented policing interventions designed to prevent and reduce interpersonal violent crime in developing countries. This review will update existing scoping reviews on the topic with new evidence and address the methodological limitations of previous reviews. This review aims to determine whether community-oriented policing interventions are effective in reducing interpersonal violent crime in developing countries. The review also aims to determine the reasons why community-oriented policing interventions fail or succeed in developing countries.
METHODOLOGY

Inclusion criteria
1. The intervention must be implemented by public police and include some mechanism of community consultation.
2. The intervention must be implemented in a developing country, as defined by the World Bank.
3. The intervention must aim to impact interpersonal violent crime. We will only include evaluations of community-oriented policing initiatives that either: (1) are explicitly aimed at impacting interpersonal violent crime, as stated in the source document; or (2) record some type of interpersonal violent crime as an outcome.
4. We will focus on violence at the interpersonal level, including acts or omissions perpetrated by an individual or small group against another individual or small group. The category of interpersonal violence includes most behaviors typically considered violent crime across countries and jurisdictions, such as homicide, rape and assault. We will consider any violent act that is classified as a crime in one of the countries under study to be a interpersonal violent crime, even if it is not considered as such in all of the countries under study. For example, domestic violence and child maltreatment are considered crimes in some countries but not others. For the purposes of this review, we include domestic violence and child maltreatment under the definition of violent crime.
5. To be considered high quality, studies must use a quantitative evaluation design with a valid comparison group. Acceptable study designs include randomized trials, natural experiments, time series designs, regression discontinuity designs, and any quasiexperimental design with a matched or non-matched comparison group.
6. We anticipate that some evaluations may be in the form of time-series designs, and may not include a valid comparison group. We will include time-series evaluations without a comparison group in our review; however, we note that the quality of these studies may be lower than of studies that include a valid comparison group, and we will conduct sub-group analysis using study quality as a predictor variable during the synthesis stage.
7. Only studies that assign treatment and collect data at a similar geographic level (e.g. municipality) will be included.
Exclusion criteria
1. Studies that were published prior to 1975 or report on interventions that took place prior to 1975 are not eligible for review.
2. We will exclude community-oriented policing interventions that are not implemented by public police, or do not explicitly include some mechanism for community consultation.
3. We will exclude evaluations of interventions implemented in developed countries, according to the definition by the World Bank.
4. We will exclude evaluations that do not measure violent crime as an outcome, except where the source states explicitly that the intervention aimed to impact interpersonal violent crime.
5. We will exclude evaluations where two treatment programs are compared to one another with no baseline business-as-usual comparison group.
6. We will exclude outcomes relating to self-directed harm or collective violence (acts or omissions perpetrated by a state or large organized group against another state or large organized group).
7. We will exclude interventions that are implemented as part of a response to an ongoing or recent violent conflict that is considered a substantively different intervention context to the majority, or that developed from a specific conflict or election context, or that aimed at preventing political violence.
Method of synthesis
We will use a random-effects model and inverse variance weighting. The metaanalysis will be implemented in Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 2.0 (BioStat). If more than one outcome is reported in a study, the study is allowed to contribute an effect size to each outcome. We will investigate the possibility of conducting moderator analyses, using analogue to the ANOVA for categorical predictors and meta-regression for continuous predictors. We will include a narrative review of eligible studies.
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